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INTRODUCTION

Like most communities on the coast, Long Beach’s most
notable feature is its waterfront. And like most other
communities, the bulk of business activity moved from the
old downtown and waterfront area to a more centralized
location in response to population growth, changing
demographics, and marketing trends.

Despite its similarities, Long Beach differs from other
coast communities in the way its waterfront developed. 1In
contrast to the older cities of the coast which started
their development on the water and because of the water,
Long Beach had an inland birth. It started as a market
community and a rail shipment point for nearby farming
operations. It never had the seafood and marine development
so common to its sister communities.

This history had demonstrable effect on the waterfront area
of Long Beach, an effect which gives Long Beach certain
development opportunities not shared by other cities. The
waterfront area is not as historic; the existing development
patterns are less congested, there is a greater amount of
land area to develop, and accommodating the automobile is
much easier than in other places. The infrastructure is
generally in better shape, and can more easily serve
additional development.

The Long Beach Harbor is a contemporary development as
harbors go on the coast. It is more spacious than most, and
has a great deal of landward development potential.

Finally, while some businesses have left the area and moved
further north, leaving behind several large vacant
buildings, the reverse has also happened when the Oak Harbor
shopping center was developed on U.S. 90. This is a major
draw of traffic and people to the area, and is a testimony
to the underlying economic vitality of Long Beach’s
waterfront area. Even though this large scale development
clashes with customary notions of "quaint" downtown
development patterns, it does provide a business magnet for
the area to a degree not enjoyed by other downtown
districts.

Long Beach has confronted the challenge of its waterfront
area by initiating an urban waterfront study with the help
of Gulf Regional Planning Commission (GRPC). Financial
support for urban waterfront planning is provided by the
Mississippi Bureau of Marine Resources (BMR) as part of the
Mississippi Coastal Program.



Urban waterfronts provide unique economic and social
benefits to the coast. Historic downtown areas provide
important opportunities for public access to the waterfront.
Even though many of these waterfront areas have lapsed into
decline, they are still accessible to the areas’ population
centers. These areas also include points of historical
interest, and are typically the focus of a community’s
waterfront leisure activities.

Under contract with the City of Long Beach, Gulf Regional
Planning Commission (GRPC) developed an urban waterfront
plan for the c¢ity in conjunction with a task force
consisting of area businesspeople and other interested
citizens. The study was logically broken down into four
components:

1. PRELIMINARY WORK: During this phase, the project
area was identified, existing planning work for the area was
compiled along with other documentary information on
property boundaries, utility locations and easements,
bulkheads and marine structures, and other infrastructure
characteristics. Local, state, and federal 1laws and
regulations affecting the area were reviewed.

2. DATA COLLECTION: This component included a
comprehensive land use survey to document current user
activities and to inventory structures in the area. In

addition, data was collected on aesthetic and environmental
concerns, traffic circulation, parking and road conditions.
Finally, opinion surveys were conducted to identify business
conditions, shopping patterns, perceptions and other issues
relevant to the area’s business climate.

3. ANALYSIS OF EXISTING CONDITIONS: All of the data
collected was analyzed to identify the problems and
opportunities for improving the area. '

4. RECOMMENDATIONS : Based on the data collected and
analysis, a set of recommendations for the future
development of Long Beach’s urban waterfront was developed.

During the course of this study, the Gulf Regional Planning
Commission conducted extensive field research and surveys to
compile data and obtain insight regarding the attributes,
problems and potential of the Long Beach urban waterfront
area. Studies and reports of downtown and waterfront
development and/or revitalization activities and experiences
of other areas were obtained and reviewed to broaden the
perspective from which the conclusions and recommendations
herein were drawn.



While data collection, compilation and analysis play
important roles in any study, two very important components
of this study were the Advisory Committee and the opinion
surveys. The Advisory Committee consisted of 32 members
whose individual and collective participation provided
invaluable insight regarding their perceptions of existing
conditions, and their ideas for creating a more viable urban
waterfront area. Two opinion surveys were conducted, a
merchant survey and a resident survey, which illuminated
many of the concerns and visions of the Long Beach people
regarding their city both as it is today, and as they would
have it tomorrow. Insight obtained through the resulting
broad-based public participation formed the premises upon
which most of the recommendations of this study are based.
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THE STUDY AREA

The primary study area (see Map 1 on the following page)
consists of the downtown area of Long Beach south of the
Louisville and Nashville Railroad, bounded on the east by
South Burke Avenue, Fourth Street and Nicholson Avenue; on
the west by Church Avenue, Magnolia Street and Russell
Avenue; and on the south by the Mississippi Sound.

While Long Beach has approximately four miles of waterfront
beaches on the Mississippi Sound, for the purposes of this
study, the area extending from Nicholson Avenue westward to
Russell Avenue was the waterfront area of primary
consideration. It was felt by the Committee that this area
was the most dynamic and economically viable portion of the
waterfront area, and that recreational and commercial
activity was 1likely to intensify in the area in coming

years. Very 1little commercial activity exists along
waterfront areas outside this designated study area, and
recreational activity is generally low to moderate. In

those primarily residential areas, it was felt by the
Committee, that while some additional recreational use may
be generated by initiating access improvements and amenities
recommended in the Sand Beach Master Plan published in 1986
(see Appendix A), existing use patterns would remain largely
unchanged in the near future.

The delineated study area includes the traditional downtown
commercial area which primarily consists of Jeff Davis
Avenue and one block east and west of it, from the railroad
to U.S. 90. Additional commercial and fringe residential
areas between U.S. 90 and Fourth Street east and west of the
abovementioned downtown area were also included in the study
area.

There is approximately one mile of waterfront within the

study area, with Long Beach Harbor being the focal point of
commercial and recreational activity.
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SOCIO-ECONOMIC DATA
Population

Long Beach is a small but steadily growing city. Since
1930, the City’s population has grown by nearly 1200%, a
rate over four times that experienced by Harrison County as
a whole. While much of the population growth was a result
of annexation, particularly in 1981, Long Beach has
consistently grown at a more rapid rate than the rest of the
County.

It is anticipated that the steady westward current of
population growth in Harrison County will continue since
there is considerably more available space for both
residential and commercial development in the western
portions of the County. Long Beach’s proximity to the
waterfront and to nearby commercial areas of its neighboring
communities, in addition to the nearby Naval Construction
Battalion Center and the Stennis Space Center will 1likely
ensure that the City’s population will continue to grow at a
higher rate than the county as a whole. That growth has
been and will be significantly nurtured by the City’s
attractive image as a small bedroom community with
relatively good educational opportunities and low crime
rates.

Table 1
Population and Growth Rate for Long Beach and
Harrison County from 1930 - 1990

Long Beach Growth Harrison County Growth

Year Population Rate Population Rate
1930 1,346 N/A 44,143 N/A
1940 1,495 11.1% 50,799 15.1%
1950 2,703 80.8% 84,073 65.5%
1960 4,470 76.5% 119,489 42.1%
1970 6,170 29.4% 134,582 12.6%
1980 7,967 29.1% 157,665 17.2%
1990 *15,804 98.4% 165,365 4,9%
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, Census of the

Population, Mississippi, 1930, 1940, 1950, 1960, 1970,
1980, and 1990.

*In 1981, Long Beach annexed a large area to its north,
essentially tripling its incorporated land area and
increasing its population by approximately 78.2%  over
the 1980 Census counts. With the annexation, Long Beach
jumped from its rank as the 33rd largest city in the
State to the 20th largest. Long Beach’s adjusted
population for 1980 was 14,199, including the annexed
area. The actual population increase for the City’s
entire incorporated area from 1980 to 1990 was 11.3%.
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The average household size in Long Beach in 1990 was 2.97
persons, a decrease of only .02 persons, while the averages
for the State, Harrison County and all of Long Beach’s
sister communities were lowered far more substantially from
their 1980 averages. This can be attributed largely to Long
Beach’s annexation of the North Long Beach area in 1981
which was relatively rural in nature. Rural areas of the
State generally have larger average household sizes.

Table 2
Average Household Size for Mississippi, Harrison
County, Long Beach, Biloxi, Gulfport, Pass Christian
and D’Iberville, 1980 and 1990

Average Household Size

Governmental Unit 1980 1990 +/=
Mississippi 2.97 2.75 -.22
Harrison County 2.85 2.65 -.20
Long Beach 2.81 2.97 -.02
Biloxi 2.67 2.50 -.17
Gulfport 2.60 2.45 -.15
Pass Christian 2.74 2.55 -.19
D’Iberville 3.23 2.88 -.35
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, General Population

Characteristics, 1980, and Summary Population and
Housing Characteristics, Mississippi, 1990.

The median age of Long Beach residents was 1.6 years older
than that of Harrison County residents, but 4.7 vyears
younger than that of neighboring Pass Christian. However,
29.2% of Long Beach’s residents were under the age of 18
compared to 27.5% of Harrison County residents, indicating a
proportionately higher school age population. Long Beach’s
18-54 year old population, or primary "work force" age
group, was of essentially the same proportion as that of
Harrison County.

Table 3
Age Distribution of Harrison County, Long Beach,
Biloxi, Gulfport, Pass Christian and D’Iberville
Residents, 1990

Governmental Unit Median Age Under 18 18-54 55 & Older

Harrison County 30.7 27.5% 53.3% 19.2%
Long Beach 32.3 29.2% 53.2% 17.6%
Biloxi 28.4 25.3% 55.4% 19.3%
Gul fport 33.0 24.1% 51.2% 23.7%
Pass Christian 37.0 25.1% 45.1% 29.8%
D’Iberville 30.4 29.3% 54.5% 16.2%

Source: U.S5. Bureau of Census, Summary Population and
Housing Characteristics, Mississippi, 1990.
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Both Long Beach and Pass Christian had proportionately
higher female populations than the county-wide average.
That can be at least partially attributed to the fact that
there are significantly higher military affiliated
population concentrations, which are predominantly male, in
the eastern portions of Harrison County, and that a
proportionately higher number of working age males may leave
Long Beach to find employment.

Table 4
Population by Sex for Harrison County, Long Beach,
Biloxi, Gulfport, Pass Christian and D’Iberville, 1990.

Male Female
Governmental Unit % of Population % of Population
Harrison County 49.8% 50.2%
Long Beach 48.4% 51.6%
Biloxi 51.6% 48.4%
Gulfport : 49.0% 51.0%
Pass Christian 46.8% 53.2%
D’Iberville 50.1% 49.9%

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, Summary Population and
Housing Characteristics, Mississippi, 1990.

Long Beach has the lowest percentage of minorities of all
the Mississippi coastal cities. Its 91.2% white population
is 14% higher than that of Harrison County. From 1980 to
1990 the cCity’s white population fell proportionately by
1.5%, mostly due to the slightly higher black percentage in
the newly annexed area, and to the 1.3% proportional
increase in other minorities (primarily Vietnamese) during
that period. The City’s relatively low minority population
is, unfortunately, often a detriment toward securing Federal
funds for community improvement programs and projects.

Table 5
Population by Race for Harrison County, Long Beach,
Biloxi, Gulfport, Pass Christian and D’Iberville, 1990.

% White % Black % Other
Governmental Unit 1980 1990 1980 1990 1980 1990
Harrison County 78.7 77.2 19.3 19.5 2.0 3.3
Long Beach : 92.7 91.2 5.2 5.4 2.1 3.4
Biloxi 78.6 74.6 17.7 18.6 3.7 6.8
Gulfport 64.4 69.9 34.3 28.6 1.3 1.5
Pass Christian 63.8 63.6 34.3 30.8 1.9 5.6
D’Iberville 92.6 88.9 5.6 7.6 1.8 3.5
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, General Population

Characteristics, 1980, and Summary Population and
Housing Characteristics, Mississippi, 1990.
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Long Beach’s 1990 population density of 1,564.8 persons per
square mile is fairly normal among comparably sized cities
in the State. That figure represents a drastic reduction
from the City’s 1980 population density of 2595.1 persons
per square mile prior to the 1981 annexation.

Table 6
Population Densities for Harrison County, Long Beach,
Biloxi, Gulfport, Pass Christian and D’Iberville,
1980 and 1990.

Governmental Unit Land Area (Sg. Miles) Persons/Sq. Mile

Harrison County 581.0 284.6

Long Beach 10.1 1,564.8

Biloxi 19.6 2,363.2

Gul fport : 22.6 1,804.2

Pass Christian 8.4 661.5

D’Iberville 4.7 1,397.0
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, General Population

Characteristics, 1980, and Summary Population and
Housing Characteristics, Mississippi, 1990.

Income

Per capita income for Long Beach residents was the highest
in the County in 1979, 14.5% higher than the County average.
By 1985 that margin had grown to 15.5% even though the
City’s neighbors of Gulfport and Pass Christian had
experienced proportionately higher increases during that
period, with Pass Christian’s per capita income edging
slightly ahead.

Table 7
Per Capita Income for Harrison County, Long Beach, Biloxi
Gulfport, Pass Christian and D’Iberville, 1979 and 1985.

Per Capita Income

Governmental Unit 1979 1985 % _Change
Harrison County $5807 $8622 48.5
Long Beach 6649 9955 49.7
Biloxi 5687 8557 50.5
Gul fport 6456 9734 56.3
Pass Christian 6367 9995 57.0
D’Iberville N/A N/A N/A
Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, County and City Data
Book, 1988.
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The median household income for Long Beach in 1979 was
$15,634, 16.7% higher than that of Harrison County, and
29.2% higher than that of the State. Long Beach’s median
family income was the highest in the County, 14.1% higher
than the average. Long Beach’s 11% of households below
poverty level is substantially lower than other cities in
the County, being 20.9% lower than the County-wide rate and
41.2% below the State’s rate.

Table 8
Median Household Income and Percent Below Poverty Level
for Harrison County, Long Beach, Biloxi, Gulfport,
Pass Christian and D’Iberville, 1979.

Governmental Median Household Median Family % Below
Unit Inconme Income Poverty Level
Harrison County $13,402 $15,712 13.9
Long Beach 15,634 17,925 11.0
Biloxi 12,226 14,400 16.1
Gulfport 12,715 14,977 17.1
Pass Christian 16,075 16,695 28.4
D’Iberville 15,148 15,987 13.5

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, County and City Data
Book, 1988.

Employment

The professional and related services sector and the retail
trade sector were the predominant employment sectors for
Long Beach in 1980, employing 25.9% and 18.9% respectively
of the City’s workers. The public administration and
manufacturing sectors followed, providing employment for
9.8% and 9.4% of the City’s work force respectively. Table
9, on the following page, illustrates the employment of City
residents by employment sector and the projected average
weekly salaries of persons employed in those sectors in the
Mississippi coastal area.

18



Table 9
Percent of Working Residents in Long Beach, by Employment
Sector, 1980, and Projected 1992 Salaries for the
Mississippi Coastal Area which Correspond to the Sectors.

Employment Sector % Employment 1992 Salaries*
Professional & Related Services 25.9 N/A
Retail Trade 18.9 $ 222/week
Public Administration 9.8 '$ 325/week
Manufacturing 9.4 $ 517/week
Construction 7.2 $ 371/week
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate 6.1 $ 379/week
Communications/Public Utilities 5.1 $ 502/week
Transportation 5.1 $ 502/week
Personal, Entertainment and

Recreation Services 4.3 $ 382/week
Others 8.3 N/A

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census, General Social and
Economic Characteristics, Mississippi, 1980; and, *
Mississippi Employment Security Commission, Annual
Planning Information for the Gulf Coast Service Delivery
Area, 1992.

According to Mississippi Employment Security Commission
projections, between 1989 and 2000, the Mississippi coastal
area should experience considerable increases in the
professional and related services (17.5%) and the trade
(17.7%) sectors, Long Beach’s two largest sources of
employment.

However, the City’s next two largest sectors of employment,
public administration and manufacturing, are expected to
show only modest increases (3.9% and 4.3% respectively)
during that period. The following table illustrates
projected employment increases by sector from 1989 - 2000.

Table 10
Projected Employment Increases by Sector from 1989-2000
for the Mississippi Coastal Area.

Employment Sector Projected Increase
Services 22.1%
Trade (Wholesale and Retail) 17.7%
Professional and Related Services 17.5%
Finance, Insurance and Real Estate 14.9%
Construction 12.7%
Communication, Transportation

and Public Utilities 12.5%
Manufacturing 4.3%
Government 3.9%

Source: Mississippi Employment Security Commission,

Annual Planning Information, Gulf Coast Service Delivery
Area, 1992. ‘
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The three Mississippi coastal counties, particularly
Harrison and Hancock, have faired relatively well compared
to the State’s unemployment average over the past 2 1/2
years or so. In September, 1991, all three counties were
well below the State’s unemployment rate of 8.0%. Table 11
depicts the unemployment rates for Harrison, Hancock and
Jackson Counties for selected months from January, 1989
through September, 1991.

Table 11
Unemployment Rates for Harrison, Hancock and Jackson
Counties, January, 1989 - September, 1991.

Unemployment Rate
Month\Year Harrison Co. Hancock Co. Jackson Co.

September, 1991
May, 1991
January, 1991
September, 1990
May, 1990
January, 1990
September, 1989
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May, 1989 . . 10.1%
January, 1989 . . 11.3%
Source: Mississippi Employment Security Commission,

Labor Market Data, February, 1989 - Octocber, 1991.

The high percentage of Long Beach workers whose places of
employment were outside the City in 1980 (80.4%) illustrates
the need for job creation within the City and validates the
City’s image as a "bedroom community". Table 12 illustrates
the percentage of residents over the age of 16 who were
working outside their area of residence in 19280 for Harrison
County, and the individual cities within the County.

Table 12
Percentage of Workers Aged 16 and Over Working Outside
Area of Residence for Harrison County, Long Beach,
Biloxi, Gulfport, Pass Christian and D’Iberville, 1980.

Governmental Unit Percent

Harrison County 41.8

Long Beach 80.4

Biloxi 64.1

Gulfport 32.9

Pass Christian 70.5

D’Iberville 95.9

Source: U.S. Bureau of Census, General Social and

Economic Characteristics, Mississippi, 1980.
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Retail Trade

In fiscal year 1991, gross annual sales in Long Beach were
nearly $5.3 million (7.3%) higher than in 1986, while the
County’s gross sales had fallen by nearly $63 million
(4.4%). As can be seen in Tables 12 And 13, Long Beach’s
total annual gross sales had fluctuated moderately from 1986
through 1990, and then in 1991 increased dramatically by
$11.3 million (17.1%).

Annual gross automotive sales declined by nearly $1.7
million (19.8%) in the City, and by nearly $63 million
(4.4%) in the County from 1986 to 1991.

In 1991 machinery equipment and supplies sales were lower by
over $39,000 (3.2%) in the City compared to their 1986
total, despite an annual increase of over 108% in 1990.
Conversely, the County’s total was nearly $11.1 million
(30.4%) higher in 1991 than in 1986.

Food and beverage sales were up by nearly $7.7 million
(27.1%) 1in the city, with the bulk of that increase
occurring in FY 1991. The County’s gross annual food and
beverage sales were over $54 million (17.1%) higher in 1991
than in 1986.

Furniture and fixtures sales were down by over $4 million
(63.8%) from their 1986 totals in Long Beach in 1991, and
down by over $2 million (5.3%) in the County. However, both
Long Beach and the County had increased sales in this
industry group for both 1990 and 1991.

Gross annual public utilities sales grew by nearly $2
million (54.5%) 1in the City, and by nearly $9.5 million
(15.1%) in the County from 1986 to 1991.

Apparel and general merchandise sales were over $3.8 million
(47.7%) higher in Long Beach in 1991 than in 1986. Sales in
this industry group have fluctuated wildly in the city in
the past few years (40.7% in 1991, and +304.1% in 1991.
Sales in the County for this industry group have experienced
fairly steady moderate growth during those years, with the
1991 total over $20 million (10.8%) higher than that of
1986,

Annual lumber and building materials sales had fallen by
over $4.7 million (47.1%) in 1991 from the 1986 total in the
City, and by nearly $27 million (25.7%) in the County.

Miscellaneous retail sales, while showing a steady and
moderate annual increase in the County, were over $440,000
(6.7%) lower in the City in 1991 than in 1986. Conversely,
the County total was nearly $11.1 million higher in 1991
than in 1986.
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Table 13
Total Annual Gross Sales in Harrison County, Long Beach,
Biloxi, Gulfport, Pass Christian and D’Iberville, 1987-91.

Harrison County Long Beach
Amount % Change Year Amount %_Change
$1,380,021,296 -3.82 1987 $ 67,743,991 - 6.02
1,294,726,359 -6.18 1988 64,289,427 - 5.10
1,331,409,161 +2.83 1989 67,674,436 + 5.27
1,349,106,273 +1.33 1990 66,066,833 - 2.38
1,372,084,293 +1.70 1991 77,370,116 +17.11
Biloxi Gulfport
Amount % Change Year Amount % Change
] 386,719,223 -6.78 1987 $419,460,347 - 5.04
375,989,159 -2.77 19088 373,290,298 -11.01
389,855,312 +3.69 1289 381,696,502 + 2.25
394,640,079 +1.23 1990 380,119,123 - 0.41
403,583,301 +2.27 1991 378,884,108 - 0.32
Pass Christian D/Iberville
Amount % Change Year Amount % Change
] 16,611,539 -5.19 1987 S N/A N/A
17,145,692 +3.22 1988 23,838,530% N/A
16,589,412 -3.24 1989 71,728,307 N/A
15,237,109 -8.15 1990 71,240,085 - 0.68
16,449,015 +7.95 1991 73,631,375 + 3.36

(* D’Iberville incorporated in 1988. This total does
not represent an entire year.)

Source: Mississippi State Tax Commission - Annual
Report 1991, and Service Bulletins, 1986-1990.

Tables 14 and 15, on the following two pages, depict the
amount of change in gross sales from the previous year, by
industry group, in Harrison County and in Long Beach for the
years 1987-1991.
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by Industry Group in Harrison County, 1987-1991.

Table 14
Amount of Change in Gross Sales from Previous Year

(In millions of dollars and percent)

Industry Group 1987 1988 1989 1890 1991

Total $ -=-54.9 -85.3 +36. +17.7 +23.0

% - 3.8 - 6.2 + 2.8 + 1.3 + 1.7

Automotive $ -=31.0 -49.2 - 7.6 - 6.7 + 2.9

% -10.4 -18.2 - 3.4 - 3.1 + 1.4

Machinery, Equip. $ - 1.3 - .7 + 9.0 + .4 + 3.7

& Supplies 5 - 3.6 - 2.0 +26.0 + .9 + 8.5

Food & Beverages $ + 8.3 -28.4 +21.5 +24.5 +28.4
% + 2.6 - 8.7 + 7.2 + 7.6 + 8.

Furniture S - 2.5 - 2.4 - 1.7 + 3.0 + 1.5

& Fixtures 5 - 6.2 - 6.4 - 4.9 + 8.9 + 4.1

Public Utilities $ + 3.0 + 3.5 +35.2 -30.0 - 2.2

% + 4.8 + 5.3 +50.8 -28.7 - 2.9

Apparel & Gen. $ - 4.4 + 5.7 + 5.4 + 8.9 + 4.4

Merchandise % = 2.4 + 3.2 + 2.9 + 4.6 + 2.2

Lumber & Building $ -19.0 - 4.5 - 5.6 + 4.6 - 2.5

Materials % -18.1 - 5.3 - 6.9 + 6.1 - 3.0

Misc. Retail S + .4 - .9 - 1.8 + 7.7 + 3.2

% + .4 - 1.0 - 2.0 + 8.4 + 3.3

Misc. Services S -10.4 + 1.2 + 2.1 + 5.8 + 2.4

% -=13.5 + 1.9[B + 3.1 + 8.3 + 3.3

Wholesale s -11.1 -19.9 + 4.6 + 2.8 + 2.8

% =13.0 -26.9 4+ 8.6 + 4.8 + 4.5

Contracting $ +11.9 + 7.8 -25.3 - 2.0 -21.2

% + .9 + 5.6 -17.1 - 1.6 -17.6

Recreation S + 1.7 + .6 + .4 + .8 - .6

& Amusement % +45.3 +11.0 + 7.3 +11.8 - 8.2

Total Retail S -43.8 -65.4 +32.0 +14.9 +20.2

% - 3.3 - 5.0 + 2.6 + 1.2 + 1.6

Source: Mississippi State Tax Commission - Annual

Report 1991,
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Table 15
Amount of Change in Gross Sales from Previous Year,
by Industry Group in Long Beach, 1987-1991.
(In millions of dollars and percent)

Industry Group . 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991
Total $ =-4.0 - 3.5 + 3.4 - 1.6 + 11.3
%$ - 6.0 - 5.1 + 5.3 - 2.4 + 17.1
Automotive S - 1.6 - .5 + .5 + .6 - .6
% =-19.0 - 7.7 + 7.6 + 8.3 - 7.9
Machinery, Equip. $ - .4 - .3 + .1 + .7 - .2
& Supplies % =29.9 ~-36.8 +23.8 +108.1 - 15.2
Food & Beverages $ + 1.0 - .04 - .4 + 1.8 + 5.4
% + 3.5 - 1.5 - 1.5 + 6.3 + 17.5
Furniture s - .2 + .1 - .4 + .05 + .03
& Fixtures % =-22.7 +18.1 =72.7 + 30.3 + 11.7
Public Utilities $ + .7 + .4 + 3.3 - 2.5 + .02
% +20.5 +10.2 +69.1 - 31.4 + 3.0
Apparel & Gen. $ - 1.8 - .8 - .5 - 2.0 + 9.0
Merchandise % -22.1 -13.6 _ 8.4 - 40.7 +304.1
Lumber & Building $ - 2.1 - 2.0 + .7 + .2 - 1.5
Materials s =21.4 -25.0 +12.6 + 2.4 - 22.2
Misc. Retail S + .1 + .2 - .3 + .4 - .8
5 + 1.4 + 2.7 - 5.0 + 6.6 - 11.4
Misc. Services s - .2 + .1 + .02 - .5 + .2
% ~ 6.5 + 3.5 + .5 - 15.4 + 7.2
Wholesale $ - - -= -- --
Contracting $ + .1 - .6 + .4 - .4 - .2
% + 5.5 =27.0 +26.0 - 20.2 - 11.1
Recreation ] - - - - -
& Amusement % -- - - -- -
Total Retail S - .4 - 3.5 + 3.4 - 1.6 + 11.3
% -6.0 - 5.1 + 5.3 - 2.4 + 17.1

Source: Mississippi State Tax Commission - Annual
Report 1991, and Service Bulletins 1986-190.
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The following two tables, Tables 16 and 17, depict the major
manufacturers located in Long Beach and Harrison County

respectively, along with their total number of employees.

Table 16

Major Long Beach Manufacturers

Company

Regina Corporation

Stuffed Shirt, Inc.
Gulf Coast Apparel

American Commercial
China

Planning Systems, Inc.

Dolphin Press, Inc.

High Speed Copy Center

Customahufacturing

TAC Tape Co.

Source:

Product

Vacuum Cleaners,
Electric Brooms
Ladies Apparel
Ladies’ and Men’s
Apparel Corp.
Hotel & Restaurant
China
Electronic Hardware
Lithographic Printing
Offset Printing
Rubber Products
Pressure Sensitive
Tape

Number of
Employees

700

160
130

92

22
21
18
12

8

Harrison County Development Commission -

Harrison County Manufacturing Directory, 1991.

Table 17

Other Major Harrison County Manufacturers

Company

E.I. DuPont DeNemours
& Company
Avondale Industries

Avondale Gulfport‘Marine
Pass Christian Industries
Maybelle Dress Mfg. Co.
Gulf Publishing Co.
Trinity Marine - Gulfport

Colonial Baking Co.
Indal Aluminum Gulfport

Struthers Industries

Product
Titanium Dioxide

Fiberglass Marine
Vessels

Marine Products,
Hovercraft

Women’s Apparel

Women’s Apparel

Newspapers

Container Cranes,
Barges, etc.

Bread & Rolls

Aluminum Extrusions
& Billets

Heat Exchangers, Pre-
ssure Vessels, etc.
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Employees

700
380
280
275
270
262
240

228
210
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Table 17
Other Major Harrison County Manufacturers
(Continued)
Number of
Company Product Employees
Biloxi Pre-Stress Prestressed Concrete 180
Concrete Products
Trinity Marine Group Shipbuilding & 164
Repair
Goldin Industries Metal Salvage, Wood 156
' Trusses, Metal
Products
Swingster Co. Baseball Caps 155
C. F. Gollott & Son Seafood 125
Seafood
Teledyne Irby Steel Pressure Vessels, 120
Pipe, etc.
Redman Homes Mobile Homes 113
Fleck, Inc. Automotive Wiring 110
Harness
McDermott Inc. Heavy Steel Fabri- 107
cation (Marine)
Turnbull Metal Products Marine Furnishings 103
R. A. Fayard Co. Frozen Shrimp 100
Royal Maid Coat Liners 95
Sterling Drug Phamaceuticals 93
& Baby Powder
Allied Enterprises of Fishing Lures, 92

Gulfport

Flounder Lights, etc

Del’s Seaway Shrimp Shrimp & Oysters 90
& Oyster Co.

Hartson-Kennedy Cabinet Countertops 84
Top Co. ,

Coast Coca-Cola Soft Drinks 83
Bottling Co. .

Heinz Pet Products Cat Food 79

Arizona Chemical Co. Hydrocarbon Resins 73

LaValley Construction Co. Fiberglass Containers 63

& Parts

David Hall Seafood Shrimp 60

Golden Gulf Coast Packing Frozen Shrimp 50

Gulf Pride Enterprises Frozen Shrimp 50

R. Fournier & Sons Seafood 50

Source: Harrison County Development Commission -

Harrison County Manufacturing Directory, 1991.
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LAND USE AND ZONING
Land use

The study area consists of approximately 192 acres of Long
Beach’s urban waterfront area, including beaches and the
land area of the harbor. For the purposes of this study,
land use has been divided into six categories: commercial;
government\civic; church property; single-family
residential; multi-family residential; and, undeveloped
property.

Approximately 46 acres, just over 29% of the study area
north of US 90, is occupied by commercial enterprises (see

Map 2 and Table 18). This land use category consists of a
variety of retail establishments, professional offices,
restaurants and lounges. The vast majority of commercial

acreage is located along and adjacent to US 90 and Jeff
Davis Avenue, but commercial uses (especially professional
offices) are gradually creeping into neighboring residential
areas.

There is currently a considerable amount of area available
for additional commercial use, particularly in existing
vacant or partially vacant buildings along both US 90 and
Jeff Davis Avenue. There are two large vacant buildings at
the intersection of those two streets which could
accommodate a variety of commercial activity. There also is
considerable vacant space available in the 0Oak Harbor
shopping center on US 90. Additionally, there are several
vacancies in buildings along Jeff Davis Avenue which could
accommodate shops and offices.

While there are approximately 35 acres in the study area
south of US 90, only six or seven of those are commercially
usable, all along the north end of the harbor. Of that
acreage, only approximately two acres remain available for
development, with over half of the developable space
currently occupied by the Chimneys Restaurant, TL’s Harbor
Shop, C J’s Waterfront Landing, the Long Beach Yacht Club
and the Chamber of Commerce. The remaining acreage south of
US 90 primarily consists of beaches and public parking
areas.

Governmental and civic uses account for nearly eight acres,

or just over 5% of the area north of US 90. Included in
this category are City Hall, McCaughan Elementary School,
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Long Beach Library, the Masonic Building, the Long Beach
Garden Club, a municipal fire station, and the City Park on
Church Street. South of US 90, within the study area, the
Chamber of Commerce and the Harbormaster account for less
than one acre of usage between then.

Church property within the study area consists of
approximately 6.3 acres, or 4% of the area north of US 90.
Most of the property in this use category is owned by the
First Baptist Church of Long Beach, and is along Fifth
Street between Jeff Davis and Mason Avenues. The Long Beach
Presbyterian Church property at the corner of Second Street
and Burke Avenue is also included.

Multi-family residential properties account for just under
seven acres of land use in the study area, all north of US
90. This use represents approximately 4.2% of the study
area north of the highway, and includes the Longue Vue
Condominiums, Patio Apartments and a small condominium
complex between Kerr and Fifth Streets.

Just over 54 acres, or nearly 35% of the study area north of
the highway, is used for single-family residences. With the
exception of a few parcels near the extreme east end of the
study area, and a fairly large parcel at the west end of the
area, single family dwellings within the study area are not
located along either of the primary commercial
thoroughfares. Most of the single-family residences are
located inland and north of Fifth Street, and generally
along the fringes of the study area.

Within the study area north of the highway, there are
approximately 13 acres of undeveloped property, just over 8%
of the total area. Nearly all of that property is inland,
and very 1little is immediately adjacent to the primary
commercial areas.

Table 18, on the following page, depicts existing land use
acreages by use category within the primary Study Area. 1In
computing acreages as a percentage of the total, the Study
Area was split into two distinct areas - north of US 90, and
south of US 90.
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Table 18
Existing Land Use Acreage by Use Category within
the Study Area.

North of US 90

Use Cateqory Acreage % _of Total
Commercial 46.1 29.4
Governmental & Civic 7.8 5.0
Church 6.3 4.0
Multi-family Residential 6.6 4.2
Single-family Residential 54.2 34.5
Undeveloped 13.0 8.3
Other (streets, etc.) 23.0 14.6
Total 157.0 100.0

South of US 90 *

Commercial 4.4 12.6
Governmental & Civic .4 1.1
Undeveloped 2.2 6.3
Other (beaches, parking,

streets, etc.) 28.0 80.0
Total 35.0 100.0

*Acreages for uses south of US 90 are roughly estimated.
Zoning Summary

The study area north of US 90 is all zoned either R-1,
Single-family residential; R-2, Medium density residential;
R-0, Residential Office; C-~1, Commercial\Central Business
District; or, C-2, Highway Commercial District (see Map 3).

While the R-1, single-family residential district zoning is
the most restrictive for development among the districts,
requiring a minimum of 75’ by 100’ lots with a maximum of
45% coverage, relatively little of the area (approximately
15%) is zoned R-1. The areas that are zoned R-1 are located
along the outer fringe of the study area, and, with the
possible exception of a few parcels along US 90 at the east
end of the study area, offer little potential for commercial
use and are best suited for their current residential use at
this time. As has been common in many traditionally
residential areas located along the fringes of downtown
areas, numerous residences are being purchased and renovated
for professional offices. While professional offices can be
an integral part of a viable downtown area, the importance
to an economically viable downtown commercial area of having
nearby resident population is often overlooked. Convenient
accessibility for potential patrons involves more than
merely widening roads and creating ample parking,
particularly for downtown areas, it begins with the
convenient proximity of a resident population.
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Only approximately 5% of the study area north of the highway
is zoned R-2 for medium density residential use. This
zoning district allows single family residential, duplexes
on on a minimum 75’ by 100’ lot, and low rise apartments or
condominiums with density requirements of 4000 square feet
of lot area per unit. The small area zoned R-2 is located
along Russell Avenue and Magnolia Street, near the western
extremity of the study area, and not in the immediate
vicinity of commercial activity.

The R-0 Residential Office District was created to
accommodate the previously mentioned trend of purchasing and
renovating residences for use primarily as professional
offices. Property 2zoned R-0 consists of only about 5% of
the study area north of the highway. Currently the only
profe551onal office within the portion of the study area
zoned R-0 is Dr. Kitchings’ office with the rest of the area
being used as single family residential.

Approximately 50% of the study area north of US 90 is zoned
C-1, Central Business District. This area consists of the
downtown core, essentially Jeff Davis Avenue and one block
to either side of it from the highway to First Street. The
C-1 Zone allows for a wide variety of commercial activities
commonly associated with traditional downtown areas. The
use requirements of this zone are generally conducive
orderly growth and compatibility among businesses in the
area, and are not too restrictive.

Some 50 businesses are located within this district, of
which 35 are directly on Jeff Davis Avenue. Over half of
the businesses along Jeff Davis Avenue have been in business
less than five years, indicating a high turnover rate in the
area. In fact, nine of those businesses have been open for
less than one year and only five businesses have been there
for over 20 years.

Of the study area north of US 90, approximately 25% is zoned
C-2, Highway Commercial. The C-2 District is the least

restrictive of the commercial zoning districts. It allows
most commercial uses and is generally along the major
traffic routes. The specific areas within the study area

which are zoned C-2 are primarily along the north side of US
90, and adjacent to the C-1 District on both the east and
west sides.

There are currently 20 businesses operating within the c-2
District. Most of the businesses in the C-2 District are
new to the area and have located along the rapidly
developing commercial strip along US 90. Only three of the
businesses in the C-2 District have been in continuous
operation for over five years.



The area south of US 90 consists of sand beaches and the
Long Beach Harbor area. There is no zoning for either of
these areas. The sand beach areas of Long Beach, as are all
such areas in Harrison County, are public lands administered
by the County through the Harrison County Sand Beach
Authority. To date, the cCity has not chosen to extend
zoning to the harbor area.

In general, current 2zoning within the study area seems
appropriate to accommodate the types of new businesses and
expansion of existing businesses needed for economic growth
in the area. The City may wish to consider establishing a
special zoning district for the Harbor to set some specific
guidelines for future development in that area.
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TRAFFIC AND PARKING SUMMARY
Traffic Summary

Easy, convenient and safe movement of traffic into and out
of the study area should be the prime goal of traffic and
transportation planning. Generally, street right-of-ways
occupy over 75 percent of any developed urban area, and
often more in downtown business areas such as this. Parking
also typically occupies a considerable amount of land area.
Traffic and parking are two aspects critical to the success
of any proposed or existing development regardless of the
nature or type of that development.

With the present reconstruction of U.S. Highway 90 underway,
traffic in Long Beach can be considered anything but normal.
Motorists are experiencing some congestion and periodic
delays, but nothing very excessive. As can be seen in
Table 19, on the following page, U.S. Highway 90 far and
away carries the heaviest average daily traffic (ADT) of the
streets within the study area. Jeff Davis Avenue and
Cleveland Avenue are the two busiest north-south streets,
stemming from the fact that both offer direct access between
East Railroad Street and U.S. 90. Both streets have signal
lights at U.S. 90 which permit safer turning movements at
those intersections, and at the north end, both have four-
way stops at their intersections with East Railroad Street.

With the exception of U.S. 90, east-west movement within the
study area is not such that any of the east-west streets are
anywhere nearing their capacity to handle the existing
traffic. The one-way couple of Third Street and Fourth
Street between Jeff Davis Avenue and Burke Avenue, operating
during morning and evening school hours, does have a
tendency to slow traffic somewhat. This could be confusing
to unsuspecting motorists as it is in operation only during
specific times each day to correspond to morning arrival and
afternoon departure of children attending McCaughan
Elementary School. Otherwise, with the system of four-way
stops strategically placed, the traffic in the study area
generally moves fairly well.

As development in the study area increases, or redevelopment
to more intense commercial activities occurs, it can be
expected that there will also be a corresponding increase in
traffic attracted by these activities. When this occurs the
City will have to examine the existing roadway conditions
and capacities and devise programs to upgrade streets and
traffic control devises to increase capacity for moving
traffic. The City may also explore improving streets
outside the study area that would offer motorists, not
destined to the area, an alternate, more convenient route to
their destination.
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The following table lists the average daily traffic counts
for selected study area streets. These counts were taken by
the Gulf Regional Planning Commission in December, 1991,
with the exception of the US 90 count, which was provided by
the Mississippi State Highway Department in 1990.

Table 19

Average Daily Traffic on Selected Study Area Streets, 1991.
Location Average Daily Traffic
West Third Street 677

East Third Street 885

West Fourth Street 1433

East Fourth Street 1016

Jeff Davis Avenue 15120

(Between Third & Fourth Streets)

Burke Avenue 1165
(Between Second & Third Streets)

Burke Avenue 2522
(Between Fifth Street & U.S. 90)

Cleveland Avenue 4920
(Between Third & Fourth Streets)

Cleveland Avenue 6047
(Between Fifth & Kerr Streets)

Long Beach Harbor Entrance ' : 2172

US 90 * (East of Nicholson Avenue) 21900

* 1990 Average daily total.

Sources: GRPC traffic counts, 1991; and, Mississippi State
Highway Department, 1990.
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Parking Summary

Parking does not appear to be a major problem at the present
time. There seems to be an ample supply of parking spaces
within the area for present demand. The problem, as
perceived by some merchants and residents, 1is that the
parking spaces are not always conveniently located. Some
businesses, such as the Hancock Bank, may occasionally
generate more demand than existing parking spaces in the
immediate area can accommodate. This can cause congestion
and become a hazard to traffic. Where this occurs, it may
be advisable for the City and the business to
collaboratively seek solutions, which may include additional
off street parking on interior vacant lots behind existing
buildings.

There is ample space for parking in the downtown area,
perhaps not directly in front of or adjacent to a particular
business, but generally within a short walk of any of the
area’s businesses. However, existing parking spaces and
areas need to be clearly identified and marked to ensure
efficient utilization of available parking space.

A windshield survey of available and potential parking in
the downtown area identified 125 on-street parking spaces
along Jeff Davis Avenue, with another 200+ on-street spaces
within less than half a block of that street. Many of these
spaces are not marked or identified as parking spaces, but
the potential is there. Additionally, over 500 existing or
potential off-street spaces were identified on parcels along
Jeff Davis Avenue, including the over 250 spaces available
at the K&B shopping center and the old National Food Store
lot. Although many of these spaces are not generally
available to the public, area businesses and property owners
should work together to designate as many as possible for
public parking, and properly identify and mark them for easy
recognition by shoppers.

The waterfront commercial area north of the harbor has ample
parking facilities for the foreseeable future. Well over
500 off-street parking spaces are available to shoppers in
the Harbor Oaks Shopping Center, and other businesses in
that area appear to have ample parking as well, either on-
or off-street.

With the recent parking development in the harbor area,
there seems to be ample parking to meet the areas needs for
some time to come, unless some major development occurs
(possibly as a result of dockside gaming ventures). With

40



the completion of the proposed beach/harbor access project
at Jeff Davis Avenue, another 350-400 parking spaces would
be added to the over 550 spaces existing within the harbor
area. Additionally, there are other areas in the harbor
area that could be improved to accommodate more parking, but
considering the finite quantity of developable space within
the area, careful consideration should be given before
dedicating more of the harbor area to parking.

Existing and potential parking areas as identified in the
windshield survey are depicted on Map 5 on the following
page.
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Parking Location Map
Map 5

*

75 Spaces
50 Spaces
17 Spaces

*

O 00 eR0000®

400 Spaces

Existing Space

Potential Space

ON-STREET PARKING

(Designated in quantities,
by street anea, by numbers
written in streets.)
(Includes paved, unpaved,
marked and unmarked space
which could be made avail-
able for parking.)
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ISSUES AND CONCERNS

During the course of several Advisory Committee meetings,
several issues and concerns repeatedly surfaced as topics of
discussion. Interestingly, most of those issues were also
mentioned by merchants and\or residents of the City in the
opinion surveys which were conducted.

The following listing represents the basic issues facing the
City of Long Beach as identified during the course of this
study.

Figure 1. Issues and Concerns Facing the City of Long Beach
as Identified by the Long Beach Urban Waterfront Advisory
Committee.

1. The downtown area is decaying, and steps must be take
to improve the area’s image. Buildings in which
merchants are located have deteriorated and need to
be rennovated to create a more appealing shopping
atmosphere.

2. The are no incentives for either new businesses to
locate or for existing businesses to expand in the
downtown area.

3. Inconsistent land use is a hindrance to optimum
commercial development in the downtown area.

4. Streets and sidewalks are not adequately maintained
to encourage shopping activity in the downtown area.

5. The existing mixture of downtown merchants does not
offer a diverse enough array of goods and services to
attract residents to the area.

6. Wind damage insurance rates for urban waterfront area
businesses are high, and often inaccessible.

7. Long Beach residents do not sufficiently support Long
Beach merchants.

8. The waterfront commercial area is the most dynamic
commercial area in the City, and development must be
carefully guided to insure optimum use and protection
of the area. _

9. Growth and development in the waterfront area
particularly south of US 90, is limited by elevation,
environmental and legal restrictions.

10. Access to the Long Beach Harbor and surrounding beach
areas 1is inadequate, particularly from the downtown
area via Jeff Davis Avenue.

11. There are vacant buildings in prime commercial
locations within the urban waterfront area which are
capable of accommodating a variety of business
enterprises. Suitable merchant tenants must be
sought for these locations.
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Long Beach does not currently get its share of the

County’s tourism industry. The City needs to
cultivate attractions which will increase tourist
activity.

Transportation access to the City is inadequate,
particularly from the north. Access to the City from
I-10 is indirect, and along two-laned roads which are
generally poorly maintained with poor signage.
Public transit to the city is very 1limited, and
primarily serves only the beach area.

Sales tax revenues generated in the City are
relatively low, and ad valorem taxes are high.

Many Long Beach residents must leave the City to find
suitable employment.

There is property available for development in the
Long Beach Industrial Park for which suitable
industries should be sought.

It is of the utmost importance that the quality of
life of Long Beach residents be protected and
enhanced.

While citing high taxes, the need for job creation,
and the need for improving municipal services and
infrastructure, some residents do not want additional
businesses or industry in the City.

If dockside gambling is legalized in Harrison County,
there is considerable potential for the location of
such activity in the Long Beach Harbor. Should that
occur, the area is likely to experience unprecedented
growth. If dockside gambling is not approved in
Harrison County, there will still be the possibility
that the City could experience increased tourist
traffic from the casinos slated to be developed in
Hancock County in the near future.
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ASSETS AND CONSTRAINTS

Through the group discussions of the Advisory Committee and
the comments of merchants and residents, several of the
City’s attributes which enhance the quality of life of its
residents as well as the City’s potential for growth and
development were identified. The following 1listing
represents those attributes, or assets.

Figure 2. Assets of the City of lLong Beach as Identified by
the Long Beach Urban Waterfront Advisory Committee.

1. The ¢City borders the Mississippi Sound and has
beautiful sand beaches extending along its entire
south side. The beaches provide extensive
recreational opportunities for residents and tourists.

2. The city has a public harbor which provides access to
the waters of the Mississippi Sound and the Gulf of
Mexico for recreational and commercial activities.
The harbor also has great potential for further
development for both recreational and tourism-related
commercial activity.

3. The City is blessed with a relatively warm sub-
tropical climate which is very appealing to many
northern tourists.

4. The City has a viable waterfront commercial area along
US 90, which has great potential for continued growth.

5. The City has one of the most highly acclaimed public
school systems in the State. Educational
opportunities are further enhanced by the presence of
the University of Southern Mississippi, Gulf Park
Campus in Long Beach, and the Gulf Coast Community
College in nearby Gulfport

6. The City’s has a relatively low crime rate.

7. The Ccity has one of the lowest poverty rates in the
State.

8. The City has an intimate, small town atmosphere which
fosters a strong sense of community among residents.

9. The City has an industrial park which has some major
centers of employment within it, and has available
space to accommodate expansion of existing industries
as well as the development of additional industrial
ventures.

In the Committee’s open discussions, in addition to
identifying some of the City’s major assets, several
negative factors which are likely to hinder growth in the
City were identified. These negative factors, or
constraints are listed in Figure 3, on the following page.
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Figure 3. Constraints to Growth and Development in the City
of Long Beach as Identified by the Long Beach Urban
Waterfront Advisory Committee.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The run-down appearance of the downtown area is not
conducive to shopping activity.

Street and sidewalks in the downtown area are not
adequately maintained to encourage shopping activity.
There are no public amenities such as restrooms, water
fountains, beaches, waste cans, etc. to accommodate
shoppers.

Downtown merchants do not offer a wide enough variety
of goods and services to draw residents into the area
to shop.

The survival rate of downtown businesses is not good.
There is little or no cooperation between downtown and
waterfront businesses to improve the business climate
of the area.

Long Beach residents do not adequately support City
businesses.

High ad valorem taxes are a deterrent to both the
expansion of existing businesses, and the location of
new businesses in the urban waterfront area.

High wind damage insurance rates are an additional
burden to area businesses.

Waterfront development, particularly in the harbor
area, is limited by flood elevation and environmental
restrictions.

Vacant commercial buildings at the intersection of US
90 and Jeff Davis Avenue do not project the image of a
viable commercial area to motorists at the primary
entrance to the downtown area.

There is inadequate access to the harbor and
surrounding beach areas, particularly from the
downtown area via Jeff Davis Avenue.

Transportation access to the City is inadequate,
particularly from the north. Access from I-10 is
inconvenient, following generally poorly maintained
and signed two-laned roads.

Public transit to and in the City is very limited, and
mainly confined to the waterfront area. Fixed~-route
transit service consists of a Coast Area Transit
trolley route along US 90 which only runs a limited
schedule on Fridays, Saturdays and Sundays.

The City has not been able to attract enough business
and\or industry to provide employment for most of its
residents, causing many residents to have to commute
to other nearby communities to work. A considerable
number of the City’s young people are moving from the
City to find suitable employment.
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OPINION SURVEYS

To obtain insight from Long Beach merchants and residents
regarding their opinions of existing conditions in the urban
waterfront area of their City, and to acquire their ideas
pertaining to improving the area, two surveys were
undertaken. First, a merchant survey was initiated in which
all merchants in the study area were interviewed and asked
to respond to the survey dquestions. A resident survey was
then undertaken in which residents were interviewed in their
homes and at local grocery stores, banks, beauty shops and
other businesses to acquire their perspectives regarding
existing and potential conditions in the downtown and
waterfront areas of the City.

Merchant Survey

The survey form used in the merchant survey (see merchant
survey form in Appendix C) was developed to obtain
information and opinions from the urban waterfront area
merchants, both for the purposes of this study, and to
provide the types of information commonly sought by the
Mississippi Mainstreet Program for downtown areas.

A total of 71 merchants were identified within the study
area. Each merchant was personally contacted by either GRPC
staff or Advisory Committee members, and 60 of the 71
merchants answered the survey questions.

summary of Survey Findings

The types of businesses found in the study area included:

beauty shops (5)
medical offices (5)
antique shops (4)
banks (4)

gift shops (3)

auto repair (3)
florist (2)

insurance agencies (2)
attorneys’ offices (2)
gas stations (2)

fast food restaurants (2)
lounges (2)

women’s apparel (2)
offset printing

pawn shop

pool parlor

oriental foods
hardware

furniture

cleaners

50

- restaurants (7) - motels

discount stores
drug stores
liquor store
stationery

pet store

sign shop

0il exploration
department store
grocery store
beauty supplies
boat sales/storage
hobby shop
tackle shop
charter boats
auto parts

floor covering
barber shop
accounting

pet grooming

art gallery



Map 6, on the following page, is a directory depicting the
location of businesses within the study area. The numerical
representations of the businesses on the map correspond with
the listing in Figure 4 on the page immediately following
the map.

51



TTTTT

_ \\\\@F\\\”\\MM\\\\

Di'\m@ﬂw\x

! 3 —-‘

=4 > 3

2 2 . ‘% ‘ ‘ r

i
S0 //
AY 90
.--ﬂ."-——\-ﬂ
N -
(el L
\

MISSISSIPPI SOUND \\
BUSINESS DIRECTORY \
LONG BEACH URBAN \
WATERERONT STUDY AREA v
GULF REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION Numbers Correspond To The List
On The Following Page




Figure 4.

Urban Waterfront Area Business Listing.

(Map numbers refer to Map 6 on the previous page.)

Map # Business
1 Dr. Kitchings, M.D.
2 Cleveland Chiropractic
Avon
3 La Place De La Mer Condos
4 California Concepts Hair
5 MS School of Massage
Wellness Therapies Ctr.
6 Indy’s
7 Norm’s Hobbies\Raceway
Bussler International
8 Barnaby’s Restaurant
The Depression Shop
Dr. Cohen Foot Specialist
Amelia’s Restaurant
9 Gulf Coast Yacht Brokerage
10 Long Beach Garden Club
11 Emerald Coast Youth Center
12 Tootsie’s Beauty Shop
13 Hancock Bank
14 Randy Hart Insurance
15 Ace Hardware
Frank McCreary III, Atty.
Fisher Karate Institute
16 Gedde’s Geophysical
17 Presbyterian Church
18 Oyd W. Davis Accounting
19 Long Beach City Hall
City Hall Annex
20 Long Beach Public Library
21 Dr. M.L. Niolet, Dentist
22 Faye Spayde, Atty.
23 McCaughan Elementary School
24 Doll Grabbag Antiques
25 Happy Pets
Jake’s Signs & Designs
The Letter Limb
26 BJ’s Puzzles
27 People’s Bank
28 Long Beach Pawn Shop
29 Animal House
Artworks Portraits
30 Long Beach Cleaners
31 High Speed Copy Center
32 Lois’ Flowers
House of Furniture
33 Danny’s Fried Chicken
34 Long Beach Barber Shop
35 Sr. Citizens’ Center
36 Auto Muffler & Pipe

53

Map # Business
37 Van’s Oriental Food
38 One-Stop Auto Parts
Automasters Auto Repair
39 Corner Pocket
Professional Flooring
Hitching Post Rest.
40 Long Beach City Park
41 K-Mart
42 Fantastic Sam’s
Sav-A-Center
43 Fast Lane
44 Dr. Rayner
45 Hair Effects
46 Merchants Bank
47 Riemann’s Funeral Home
48 Long Beach Chevron
49 May Wah Restaurant
50 Long Beach Car Wash
51 Patio Apartments
52 Jeff Davis Auto Sales
53 Heritage House Gifts
54 Fire Station
55 Arrangements By Bobbie
56 Treasure Chest Antiques
57 Nationwide Insurance
Jo Ann’s Salon
Clothes Out II
Quality Home Health
58 Dollar General
K & B Drug Store
59 Oasis Package Store
60 Magnolia Federal Bank
61 First Baptist Church
62 Tropical Paradise Rest.
63 Lighthouse Lounge
64 Longue Vue Condos
65 Long Beach Resort Inn
66 Candlelight Gallery
67 Dorcester Personal Care
68 Coast Women’s Health
69 O0O’Neal’s Restaurant
70 Fabian’s Ocean Gifts
Joyce’s Casuals
71 McDonald’s
72 Harbormaster Office
73 CJ’s Waterfront Landing
74 Chamber of Commerce
75 Long Beach Yacht Club
76 The Chimneys Restaurant

TL’s Tackle Shop



The number of employees working in the study area businesses
ranged from one employee at eleven of the area’s smaller
businesses, to 200 at K-Mart. A total of 757 persons were
reportedly employed by businesses within the study area.
Approximately 150 of those persons work in the downtown area
along Jeff Davis Avenue, along with another 70-75 persons
who work at City Hall, Long Beach Library or the McCaughan
Elementary School. Approximately 570 (75%) of the total
persons employed in the area work in waterfront area
establishments.

The largest employers within the study area were: K-Mart
(200), Sav-A-Center (137), McDonald’s (60), McCaughan
Elementary School (50), The Chimneys Restaurant (40), High
Speed Copy Center (18), K&B Drugs (17), Indy’s (17),
Barnaby’s Restaurant (15), City Hall (15), and Long Beach
Resort Inn (13).

Forty-four 60% of the businesses employed 4 or less persons,
and eleven (15%) of the businesses employed 10 or more
persons.

Question 1 - Does the business own or lease the building?
Over 55% (41) of the businesses in the study area leased
their buildings. Seventeen (63%) of the 27 waterfront
businesses in the downtown area leased their space. Three
of the 12 businesses within the study area which were not
adjacent to the waterfront or the Jeff Davis Avenue area
were leasing their building.

Question 2 - What is the square footage of the building?
Question 3 - How much of that space is occupied by your
business?
Question 4

Are there other businesses in the building?
If so, how much space do they occupy?
Question 5 - How much vacant space is there in the building?

Questions 2 through 5, dealing with square footages of the
buildings and businesses within were not uniformly responded
to by survey participants, and are more accurately depicted
in the ownership listing (see Appendix B). Businesses
within the study area occupied from less than 500 square
feet (Long Beach Barber Shop and Ideal Clothesout) to 90,000
square feet (K-Mart).

Question 6 - How long have you been in business? How long
at this location? Seven of the merchants along Jeff davis
Avenue indicated that they have been in business at their
present locations for over 20 years: Hancock Bank (40
yrs.): Long Beach Barber Shop (32 yrs.); Lois Flowers (30
yrs.); Merchants Bank (27 yrs.); K&B Drugs (24 yrs.); Long
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Beach Cleaners (22 yrs.); and the Hitching Post (21 yrs.).
Only one waterfront business (other than K&B) indicated that
it had been in business at its present location for over
twenty years, Magnolia Federal Bank.

Five businesses along Jeff Davis Avenue and three waterfront
businesses have been operating in their present 1locations
for less than one year. Eighteen downtown and 16 waterfront
businesses have been operating for less than five years.

Question 7 - What is your busiest day of the week? Question
8 - What is the busiest part of the day? Of the 36 downtown
businesses who responded to Questions 7 and 8, eleven (31%)
replied that their busiest day varied, and fourteen (39%)
said that their busiest hours varied. Nineteen of the
downtown businesses (53%) stated that weekdays were their
busiest days, while seven (19%) replied that Saturdays were
busiest.

Seven downtown businesses (19%) said that morning hours were
their busiest, nine businesses (25%) cited the afternoon
hours and seven (19%) named 11:00 AM - 2:00 PM as their
busiest hours. Only three businesses (8%) replied that
evening were their busiest hours.

Of the 21 waterfront businesses responding to Questions 7
and 8, twenty (95%) cited the weekends (Fri. - Sun.) as
their busiest days. Eleven of those (52%) specifically
cited Saturdays, six (29%) said Fridays and one (5%) replied
that Sundays were busiest for then. Only one (5%) stated
that weekdays were busiest.

Seven waterfront businesses (33%) cited the evening hours as
their busiest, six (29%) said afternoon hours were busiest
and two stated that the morning hours were their Dbusiest.
Six of the businesses (29%) replied that the hours between
11:00 AM - 3:00 PM were their busiest.

Question 9 - How frequently do the majority of your
clientele visit your business? The 36 downtown merchants
responded as follows: daily, 4 (11%); 3-4 times per week, 2
(6%): 1-2 times per week, 9 (25%):; 2-3 times per month, 9
(25%); once per month, 2 (6%); and, less than once per
month, 10 (28%).

The 27 waterfront merchants responded to Question 9 as
follows: daily, 0; 3-4 times per week, 4 (15%); 1-2 times
per week, 10 (37%); 2-3 times per month, 5 (19%):; once per
month, 3 (11%); and less than once per month, 5 (19%).
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Over 58% of downtown merchants cited their customers as
typically frequenting their businesses less than once per
week, while the same was true of 48% of the waterfront
businesses’ customers and 82% of the other study area
businesses’ customers.

Question 10 - What is your primary method of promoting your
business and attracting customers? Fifty-six of the 73
study area merchants responded to this questlon. Their
responses were as follows in Table 19.

' Table 20
Primary Methods Used for Promoting
Study Area Businesses

Number of Businesses Ranking Each
Method in Order of Importance

Method of Promotion First Second Third Fourth Fifth Sixth
Radio Advertisements 2 3 2 2 0 0
TV Advertisements 2 1 2 3 0 0
Word of Mouth 40 8 5 2 0 0
Group Promotions 0 1 1 2 2 2
Window Displays 3 15 4 2 1 0
Newspaper Advertisements 7 13 7 2 1 0
Other 2 5 9 2 0 0

By far the most widely depended upon method of promotion was
"word of mouth", with over 98% of responding businesses
saying it was among the top four methods. Newspaper
advertisements was the second most popular method with 54%
of the respondents listing it among their top five. Window
displays ranked third among the respondents, with 45% of
them placing it among their top five methods. The fourth
most popularly used category was "other" which included in
descending order of frequency: Yellow Pages listings/ads;
sponsoring youth athletics; billboard and bench ads; fashion
shows; hair shows; and festivals. Radio and TV
advertisements, with 16% and 14% of respondents respectively
listing them among their four most important methods, were
ranked fifth and sixth. Group promotions were relatively
seldom used among the businesses.

Question 11 -~ What percent of your business is tourist
related? With all 36 downtown businesses responding to this
question, 29 of (81%) them said that less than 5% of their
business was tourist-related. Among those 29 businesses, 17
responded that none of their business was tourist-related.
Seven businesses (19%) stated that tourism accounted for 10%

or more of their business. Only three downtown area
businesses (8%) said that 25% or more of their business was
tourist-related. All three of those were antique or gift
shops.
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As would be expected, waterfront businesses typically
reported much higher tourist-related business. Of the 27
waterfront business responding, seven (26%) said that over
50% of their business was tourist-related. Seven more
businesses cited 25% - 50% tourist-related business. In
total, 20 of the 27 waterfront businesses (74%) said that at
least 10% of their business was tourist-related.

Of the ten other businesses in the study area who responded,
six (60%) said that none of their business was tourist-
related. None said that over 5% was tourist-related.

Question 12 - Do you think that business in downtown Long
Beach has improved, declined or stayed the same over the
past five years? Fifty of the 73 businesses (68%) in the
study area responded to this question. Twenty-two (44%)
felt that business had declined; 14 (28%) said business had
improved; and, 14 others (28%) said business appeared to
have remained about the same over the past five years in the
downtown area.

Question 13 - Do you think that business will improve,
decline or remain the same over the next five years? Forty-
eight of the businesses (66%) responded to this question.
Twenty-eight of the respondents (58%) expressed optimism for
improved business in the next five years. However, ten of
those respondents were guardedly optimistic, citing hopes of
improved tourism, which they said could be contingent upon
the approval of dockside gambling in Harrison County.

Twelve of the respondents (25%) felt that business would
remain about the same, and eight (17%) expected business to
decline over the next five years.

Question 14 - If you had the opportunity to move your
business out of the downtown Long Beach area, would you? Of
the 34 downtown merchants who responded to this question, 28
(82%) replied that they would not move from the area, while
six (18%) said they would move if given the chance.

While 44% of the businesses said that business has declined
in the downtown area over the past five years, and 42% did
not expect improvement during the next five years, it
appears that area merchants are, by and large, committed to
the area.

Question 15 - What types of new businesses would you like to
see in the downtown and waterfront areas? The responses
from the downtown merchants to this guestion were:
restaurants (16); clothing stores (8); specialty shops (5);
professional offices (5); recreational businesses (5);
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department stores (4); movie theatre (4) ;
arts/crafts/antique shops (4); dockside gambling (4); shoe
store (2); hotels (2); anything (2); sporting goods; office
supplies; mini-mall; mini-flea market; vegetable stands;
and, nothing.

The responses from the waterfront merchants were: dockside
gambling (7); tourist-related (6); hotels (6); restaurants
(5):; recreational businesses (5); clothing stores (4);
specialty shops (3): movie theatre (2); entertainment (2);
teen center; shoe store; beach vendors; art & crafts; yard
goods; and, mini-mall.

Question 16 - What infrastructure improvements (streets,
sidewalks, medians, etc.) would you like to see in the
downtown and waterfront areas? Downtown area merchants’
responses to this question included: street improvements
(14): sidewalk improvements (13); general; cleanup (11);
renovate buildings/store fronts (9); storefront/sidewalk
planters (7); parking improvements (6); underground
utilities (5); clean up vacant lots (4); landscaping (4);
street lights (4); plant trees (3); nicer medians on U.S. 90
(3); improve beach/harbor access (3); street signs (2);
boardwalk (2); bicycle path (2); teen center (2); no more
building in the harbor (2); playground; walking path;
crosswalk/overpass on U.S. 90; and, none.

Waterfront merchants’ responses to Question 16 were:
improved harbor access (7):; street improvements (6);
sidewalk improvements (3); general cleanup (3): renovate
downtown buildings (3); street lighting on U.S. 90 (3):
boardwalks (3); landscaping (2); parking improvements (2);
garbage collection improvements (2); nicer medians; clean up
vacant lots; street signs; and, drainage improvements.

Question 17 - What other types of improvements would you
suggest to improve the business climate of the area?
Downtown merchants’ responses to this question were: more

cooperation among businesses (4); a business directory sign
at the intersection of U.S. 90 and Jeff Davis Avenue (3):
better government (3); find appropriate use for the old A&P
and National buildings (3):; commercial diversification (2);
neater individual business appearances (2); nicer store
signs (2); downtown theme (2); longer business hours
downtown (2); entertainment for teens (2) improved downtown
traffic flow (2); more law enforcement (2); more appealing
entrance from U.S. 90 to Jeff Davis Avenue; trash cleanup on
the waterfront; open air pavilion for music and dances;
lower taxes; and, no change.
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Waterfront merchants responded to Question 17 as follows:
street lighting on U.S. 90 (3); establish a state lottery
(2); lower speed 1limit on U.S. 90; create evening hour
shopping atmosphere; an exclusive RV park; more things to
do; and, spend tax dollars more wisely.
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Resident Survey

The resident survey form (see Resident Survey Form in
Appendix C) was developed to gain information relative to
the shopping habits of Long Beach residents as well as their
perceptions of existing conditions within the study area.
Input from the residents was also sought regarding their
ideas for improving the economic vitality of the area.

A total of 380 residents throughout the City were surveyed
by GRPC staff and Advisory Committee members. Many were
surveyed at their homes, while numerous others were surveyed
at shopping centers and various meeting places in the City.
Additionally, a random telephone survey was conducted which
accounted for 120 of the resident responses.

The 380 Long Beach residents who responded to the survey
were, by and large, enthusiastic at the opportunity to voice
their opinions and ideas regarding conditions within, and
future development of their urban waterfront area. They are
generally very cognizant of the importance of the area and
its potential as a focal point for future economic
development in the City. They are also aware that the
beaches and waters of the Mississippi Sound which grace the
southern limits of their city are invaluable resources which
vastly enhance the quality of life within the City, and must
be carefully nurtured and preserved.

The resident survey, in addition to illuminating wvarious
shopping habits among the respondents, provided a forum for
City residents to voice their opinions and .concerns about
existing conditions in the study area as well as their
preferences for the area’s future. The following Exhibits A
and B are the resident survey forms with the total responses
indicated numerically and as percentages of the total
respectively.

Summary of Survey Findings

There are currently no grocery stores operating in the
downtown area. Long Beach residents primarily do their
grocery shopping in the City, however, with 86% and 78% of
the respondents at 1least occasionally shopping in the
waterfront area and other areas of Long Beach respectively.
Although 32% of respondents said they occasionally shopped
for groceries in the Gulfport or Biloxi areas, approximately
half of those do so infrequently. Also, a good portion of
those who shop in the Gulfport or Biloxi areas more
frequently, probably do so as a convenience on their way
home from working in those areas, or are shopping at one of
the commissaries at either Keesler or the Sea Bee Base.
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Long Beach residents, by and large, do their drug store
shopping in the CcCity. While there may have been some
confusion among survey participants as to whether the K&B
Drug Store was considered "downtown" or "waterfront", it is
evident that at least 29% of respondents shop there since it
is the only drug store which could be considered in the
downtown area. The vast majority of respondents do their
drug store shopping in the waterfront area (some of which
probably include K&B as well as the K-Mart pharmacy), and to
a lesser extent, in other areas of Long Beach.

For their general shopping needs, 62% and 60% of the
respondents shop at least occasionally in the downtown and
waterfront areas respectively. However, the frequency of
this shopping was considerably higher in the waterfront
area. While 45% of the respondents patronized merchants in
other areas of Long Beach for general shopping, the
frequency was considerably lower. The vast majority of
respondents shop at least occas1onally in the Gulfport or
Biloxi areas, much of which is probably done at the
Edgewater Mall in Biloxi, and in the commercial area along
Highway 49 north of Gulfport.

For professional services, the vast majority of respondents
appear to go to the Biloxi or Gulfport areas. Thirty-three
percent patronize professional offices in downtown Long
Beach while 34% seek professional services in other areas of
Long Beach.

Downtown Long Beach 1is the primary destination of
respondents for miscellaneous errands, with 86% going there
for their banking, dry cleaning or for business at City
Hall. '

While 79% of respondents eat at restaurants in the Gulfport
and\or Biloxi areas at least occasionally, 70% said that
they eat at restaurants in the waterfront area of Long
Beach, and, they do it more frequently.

For meeting with friends and socializing, respondents most
often visit in the Gulfport or Biloxi areas, with 72% doing
so at least occasionally. However, the waterfront area of
Iong Beach seems to also be a frequent destination for
social gatherings, with 37% reportedly socializing there
three or more times per month.

Of the respondents who were employed, 29% worked in Gulfport
or Biloxi, 22% in other areas of Long Beach, 13% in downtown
Long Beach, 9% in the waterfront area, and 8% in Pass
Christian or Bay St. Louis.
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Over half of the respondents (55%) use the harbor
recreational facilities at least occasionally. Twenty-six
percent use the facilities three or more times per month.

The vast majority of respondents go downtown mostly on
weekdays. Twenty-six percent usually go downtown after
work, 19% on Saturdays and 11% on Sundays (mostly to
church).

When asked to rate the downtown and waterfront areas for
attractiveness, 78% of the respondents rated the downtown
from fair to poor, with only 19% rating it good.
Conversely, 51% rated the waterfront as good, and only 9%
rated it poor.

For cleanliness, the downtown was rated generally fair, with
the waterfront being considered somewhat better.

Regarding parking convenience, respondents had diverse
opinions, with equal amounts of respondents rating the
downtown area as good and as poor. The waterfront area
faired much better, with 62% rating parking convenience as
good, and only 8% as poor.

Traffic flow in the downtown area was rated generally fair,
with that of the waterfront being rated considerably better.
Only 13% of respondents rated traffic flow in the waterfront
area as poor.

For convenience of shopping hours, the downtown area was
rated good by 41%, and poor by 25% of respondents. The
waterfront area received a good rating by 71%, and a poor
rating by only 3% of the respondents.

In regard to the friendliness of merchants, both downtown
and waterfront area merchants were generally rated as good.

Respondents generally considered both the downtown and
waterfront areas as fairly safe, with only 10% rating the
downtown area and 1% rating the waterfront area as poor for
safety.

The variety of goods and services in the downtown area was
rated from fair to poor by 78% of respondents, with only 18%
rating it as good. The waterfront area was rated
considerably better in this category, with 38% rating it as
good, and 42% as fair.

For cost of goods and services, the downtown area was rated

generally fair, with the waterfront area being rated
somewhat better.
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Regarding the quality of goods and services, both the
downtown area and the waterfront area were generally rated
from fair to good by 82% and 89% of respondents
respectively.

Special events and festivals in the downtown area received
divergent ratings from respondents, with fairly equal
numbers rating them as good (34%), as fair (32%) and as poor
(27%) . The waterfront area was rated similarly, but with a
higher percentage of respondents (40%) rating it as good.

When asked what types of businesses they would like to see
more of in the downtown area, the resident’s responses were
as listed below.

-Restaurants\Cafes (104 responses)
-Clothing stores (66 responses)
-Specialty shops (52 responses)
~Professional offices (38 responses)
-Movie theatre (30 responses)

-Shoe store (25 responses)

-None (18 responses)

-Mini-mall (17 responses)

~Wal-Mart (16 responses)

-Home furnishings (15 responses)
-Fast food restaurants (14 responses)
-Fabric store (13 responses)
-Discount stores (13 responses)
-Bowling alley (12 responses)
-Sporting goods (12 responses)
-Building supplies (10 responses)
-Craft shops (10 responses)
-Variety stores (9 responses)
-Bakery (9 responses)

-Card shops (9 responses)

-Factory outlets (8 responses)
-Coffee shop (8 responses
-Farmers’ market (7 responses)
-Music store (5 responses)

-Jewelry store (5 responses
-School\Office supplies (5 responses)
~Teen activity center (5 responses)
-Anything (5 responses)

-Flea market (5 responses)
~Electronics store (4 responses)
-Bingo (4 responses)

-Locksmith (3 responses)

-TV repair (3 responses)
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When asked what types of businesses they would like to see
more of in the waterfront area, residents responded as
listed below.

-Restaurants\Cafes (58 responses)
-Hotels\Motels (57 responses)
-General tourist-related (43 responses)
-Recreational (43 responses)
-Dockside gambling (30 responses)
-Clothing stores (27 responses)
-Movie theatre (26 responses)
-Bars\Lounges (25 responses)

~Fast food restaurants (24 responses)
-None (24 responses)

-Discount stores (22 responses)
-General retail (21 responses)
-Wal-Mart (19 responses)
-Specialty shops (16 responses)
-Water park (13 responses)
-Outdoor pavilion (11 responses)
-Miniature golf (8 responses)
-Boating supplies (5 responses)
~-Beach vendors (5 responses)
-Electronics store (5 responses)
-Video store (5 responses)

-Ice cream parlor (4 responses)
-Home furnishings (3 responses)
-Sporting goods (3 responses)
-0yster bar (3 responses)

When asked what types of businesses they would like to see
more of elsewhere in Long Beach, residents responded as
listed below.

-General retail (19 responses)
-Bowling alley (17 responses)
-Factory outlets (16 responses)
-Specialty shops (14 responses)
-None (14 responses)

-Light industry (13 responses)
~-Building s